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[To accompany H. R. 2176] 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill 
(H. R. 2176) for the relief of Fort Pierce Port District, having con- 
sidered the same, reports favorably thereon without amendment and 
recommends that the bill do pass. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of the bill is to authorize and direct the Secretary of 
the Treasury to pay to the Fort Pierce Port District, Fort Pierce, Fla., 
the sum of $235,286.08 in full satisfaction of its claim against the 
United States for compensation for the use by the Navy Department 
during the period from January 3, 1943, to March 1, 1946, of the Fort 
Pierce port, harbor, and channel. : 


STATEMENT 


In 1921, a very small but enterprising Florida community undertook 
to build a port, where none existed, by floating a relatively large bond 
issue. The beginning of the project coincided approximately with the 
beginning of the Florida land boom of the 1920's. 

The taxpayers in the port district, numbering about 4,000 at the 
present time, find the payment of interest and principal to bondholders 
a heavy burden. The port was completed in 1930—a time of receding 
business activity in the Nation leading to the general depression of 
1932-33. 

The Navy found the port to be an ideal location for the conduct of 
amphibious training operations and so used the port from 1943 until 
the early part of 1946. The character of the naval operations resulted 
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in the practical exclusion of commercial shipping. The Navy Depart- 
ment entered into approximately 130 leases with the owners of prop- 
erty in St. Lucie County, Fla., for the use of abutting property needed 
in the naval operations. An estimated total of $200,000 was paid for 
such leases during the entire period of nayal operations. 

The port was dee «ded (i. e., federalized) to the Federal Government 
in 1934 and has since been maintained by the Government. The 
committee is informed that through June 30, 1945, the Government 
had expended approximately $900,000 in the improvement of harbor 
and channel, extension of jetties, etc. 

The port district wants the Government to pay carrying charges, 
as listed below, during the period of the naval wartime occupancy for 
two reasons: (1) the port district would have obtained business which 
had been forced out of a nearby port because of other Navy operations; 
(2) because the Government has never paid for the use of the harbor, 
part, and channel which were created at these taxpayers’ expense. 

The claim is based upon the following estimates of expenses incurred 
from 1943 to the early months of 1946: 


Fn BS Weve oc io. 55a ea Recent adekepeince se $455, 751. 00 
Maintenance _- eth ac Sa eae ee ar eet sae 26, 563. 62 
BRON kicks inn Dalen hlet o be ed dence ula wines --- 482, 404. 62 


The Federal Government had no connection whatsoever with the 
initial formation, operation, or maintenance of the port facilities. 
The enterprise was a voluntary business venture and, of course, 
steadily increasing traffic could reasonably have been anticipated had 
not the port been completed at a time of receding business activity 
leading to the general depression in the Nation in 1932-33. 

The Navy found the port set-up with its inlets, coves, and jetties 
ideal for amphibious training operations and, in effect, took the port 
over and because of the character of the use excluded commercial 
shipping. 

Although the Navy had a large payroll for the personnel stationed at 
Fort Pierce, it is contended that the taxpayers of the port district who 
must carry the burden were not the beneficiaries of the money spent 
by Navy personnel. This is explained by the fact that the Navy base 
was declared a “ship at sea,’”’ which meant that Navy personnel were 
not allowed to have their families present and consequently sent a large 
part of the pay home. The only beneficiaries were proprietors of 
movie theaters, bars, and other places of amusement. 

The claimant points to what it considers a precedent. It cites the 
case of the port of Hueneme, Calif. In that case, the port, having just 
been completed, was purchased outright by the Navy. The Navy 
paid $2,200,000 to the pert district which covered the interest and 
bonded indebtedness. The Navy contends that the Fort Pierce Port 
District claim should not be judged on the basis of the Port Hueneme 
matter inasmuch as the property of Port Hueneme was acquired out- 
right by the Government and payment was calculated on that basis 
while the Fort Pierce property was acquired by voluntary lease for 
temporary use and the rentals were calculated on the basis of the 
owners’ direct and consequential losses of benefit during that period. 
The Navy argument appears to overlook or ignore the fact that the 
Fort Pierce Port District never was paid for the heavy financial burden 
it assumed to make the port possible. 
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In the hearings held in connection with this proposed private 
legislation, a considerable amount of testimony was received to the 
effect that other ports in the area, which were not required to proceed 
under such a disability, enjoyed unprecedented prosperity. Much 
weight is given, by the claimant, to the assertion that it will be 
extraordinarily difficult to rebuild the commerce of the port under the 
conditions now prevailing. This is explained by the fact that since 
shippers have expended capital, arranged facilities, schedules, ete., 
elsewhere, it is practically impossible to convince them that they 
should return to the home port even though superior facilities are 
available. 

The subcommittee has spent a considerable amount of time in the 
study of this claim. In addition to the hearings, much information 
has been requested and received in an effort to clarify all the issues 
presented. The committee believes that the circumstances are most 
unusual and extenuating and that an equitable claim is presented. 
The Fort Pierce Port District should receive compensation for the use 
of the port facilities, without which the local amphibious training 
program would-have been impossible. The determination is prompted 
by the following considerations: Although the claim appears at first 
blush to be on all fours with other cases where the Navy Department 
acquired and paid for the use of the facilities, the committee believes 
there is a significant difference. Although the Navy leased and paid 
for the use of abutting property, as pointed out above, the Fort 
Pierce Port District has never been paid for the use of facilities— 
harbor, port, channel—which were created at a total cost of $1,850,000. 

Naturally, if the Navy’s use and occupancy had not, for all practical 
purposes, ruled out normal commercial shipping operations, the 
revenues from such commercial traffic would have rendered this claim 
for relief unnecessary. As pointed out above, the port was deeded to 
the Federal Government in 1934—that is, afforded Federal recogni- 
tion—which means that it was placed upon the list of federally ap- 
proved ports and from that time on was maintained by the Federal 
Government. During the hearings held in connection with this bill, 
it was pointed out that this clearly benefited the port district because 
it relieved them of the heavy expense of maintaining the channel, 
jetties, and so forth. However, it was pointed out that the ‘‘federali- 
zation”? worked the other way because, without the initial capital 
outlay, the port would not have been present for use by the Navy. 
As brought out in the hearings, the taxpayers, through the Fort 
Pierce Port District, requested ‘that they be paid for the use of their 
capital during the period of naval occupancy. The committee agrees. 

This port district has had a turbulent financial history. Economic 
vicissitudes have necessitated several refunding plans, which have 
had the effect of pyramiding the obligations represented by payments 
due on principal and interest. The claim is for $482,404.62, which 
represents the actual amount of money paid on the indebtedness by 
the port district during the period of Navy occupancy. The com- 
mittee does not consider that this sum represents a fair rental for the 
period during which the Navy was in control. The United States 
Government is not responsible for the events which necessitated the 
frequent refunding of the bonded indebtedness and the consequent 
pyramiding of principal and interest payments. Merely because the 
taxpayers were able, due to war conditions, to pay unusually large 
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sums during the period of naval occupancy, does not mean that such 
sums represent a fair rental for the years involved. The committee 
has arrived at a figure it considers a fair rental for the use of the 
facilities. The committee arrived at this figure, which is a rough 
approximation, by taking the total amount actually paid out by the 
port district in principal and interest toward retirement of its bonded 
indebtedness for the 23 years from 1923 and divided that sum by 23 
to arrive at an average payment per year. The result is an average 
yearly payment of $74,300.87, which when multiplied by three—for 
the 3 years of naval occupancy—equals $222,902.61. Added to this 
is the proportionate amount for 2 months of occupancy in 1946— 
$12,383.47—for a total of $235,286.08. 

While the amount arrived at is subject to exception, the claim does 
not lend itself to an exact determination and the committee believe 
that the method employed is much closer to a fair rental for the use 
of the facilities than was the amount originally named in the bill 
for the reasons set out above, 

A subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives composed of Representatives Peter W. Rodino, Jr., 
Thaddeus M. Machrowicz, and Angier L. Goodwin, was appointed 
to make a trip to Fort Pierce, Fla., to make a thorough investigation 
of the losses sustained as a result of the Navy occupation of this 
property. This subcommittee proceeded to Florida and made the 
investigation. They were of the unanimous opinion that the claim 
was meritorious and the port district should be reimbursed in the 
amount as stated in the amended bill. 

The report from the Department of the Navy is appended hereto 
and made a part of this report. 

Attention is invited to a letter received from Mr. W. M. Moseley, 
manager, secretary, and treasurer of the Fort Pierce Growers Associa- 
tion, setting forth the losses sustained by this association in connection 
with the Navy occupation, and letter addressed to the Honorable 
Dwight L. Rogers of Florida, signed by Mr. Robert L. Griffin of the 
Fort Pierce Port Authority, together with a schedule of the bonded 
indebtedness. The payment of the claim would be merely reimburse- 
ment of the pro rata share of the bonded indebtedness that is recom- 
mended to be paid over the 3 years of naval occupancy. 

Attention also is called to statement of L. R. Bishop, port director 
and port commissioner for the port of Palm Beach, Fla., in connection 
with this claim, before the Senate Committee on the Judiciary in the 
Eighty-first Congress. 


Navy DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE JuDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., July 1, 1949. 
The Honorable Emanvet CELuzr, 
Chairman of the Committee on ‘the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHarrMan: Your request for comments on the bill H. R. 3604, for 
the relief of the Fort Pierce Port District, has been assigned to this Department 
by the Secretary of Defense for the preparation of a report thereon expressing the 
views of the National Military Establishment. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Treasury 
to pay to the Fort Pierce Port District of Fort Pierce, Fla., the sum of $482,404.62, 
in full satisfaction of its alleged claim against the United States for compensation 
for the use by the Navy Department during the period January 3, 1943, to March 
1, 1946, of the Fort Pierce harbor, port and channel. 
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Subject bill is identical with H. R. 535 of the Eightieth Congress upon which 
the Navy Department recommended unfavorable action. 

The views expressed by the Navy Department on H. R. 535 of the Eightieth 
Congress are equally applicabl» to the bill H. R. 3604 now pending before your 
committee. Accordingly, the Navy Department recommends against the enact- 
ment of H. R. 3604. A copy of the Navy Department’s unfavorable report (less 
enclosures) on the afore-mentioned H. R. 535 is enclosed herewith. 

The Navy Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report to the Congress. 

For the Secretary of the Navy. . 

Respectfully yours, 
G. L. Russert, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Judge Advocate General of the Navy. 


Marcu 19, 1947. 


, 
Hon. Earu C. MicHener, 
Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: The bill H. R. 535 for the relief of the Fort Pierce 
Port District, was referred by your committee to the Navy Department with 
request for a report thereon. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize and direct the Secretary of the Treasury 
to pay to the Fort Pierce Port District of Fort Pierce, Fla., the sum of $482,404.62, 
in full satisfaction of its alleged claim against the United States for compensation 
for the use by the Navy Department during the period January 3, 1943, to March 
1, 1946, of the Fort Pierce Harbor, port, and channel. 

After conferring with the representative of the Fort Pierce Port District on 
January 17, 1947, and a careful review of the facts in this case, the Navy Depart- 
ment has concluded that the relief sought in the proposed legislation should not 
be granted. 

The Navy Department entered into approximately 130 leases with the owners 
of property in St. Lucie County, Fla., for the use of such property. The rentals 
paid under these leases (approximately $94,000 per annum), are considered a 
direct benefit to the taxpayers of St. Lucie County. Because many of these 
leases are presently in process of termination or settlement, it is impossible to 
furnish an accurate figure showing the total so paid for the entire period of Navy 
occupancy, but it is estimated that this total is in excess of $200,000. If the port 
of Fort Pierce is to be considered separate and apart from the rest of the county, 
it should be noted that the harbor which makes the operation of said port possible 
has been maintained by the Federal Government since 1934. The War Depart- 
ment has informed the Navy Department that through June 30, 1945, the Govern- 
ment has expended approximately $900,000 in the improvement of harbor and 
channel, extension of the jetties, etc., all tending to the benefit of the port. 

Enclosure (A), United States Coast and Geodetic Survey Chart No. 582 (Fort 
Pierce Harbor), indicates that the only deep-water harbor facility at the port in 
1943 was the Indian River Refrigeration Terminal Co. property, consisting 
principally of the north pier and a dock to the south thereof. In this connection, 
it should be noted that the leases reported above include four leases with said 
Indian River Refrigeration Terminal Co. for a total rental of $40,466. These 
leases did not result from condemnation proceedings but were entered into volun- 
tarily by the owner as indicated by enclosure (B), and the total rental paid to this 
owner for the use of these port facilities was approximately $86,000. 

Although the formal lease to the docking space at north pier was not concluded 
until February 1945, its terms cover Navy use thereof since July 1943 and rental 
was calculated and paid on that basis. At no time between 1943 and the execu- 
tion of said formal lease did the Navy have exclusive possession or use of the entire 
docking facilities, it being the desire of the owner that part of the dock space re- 
main available for the use of merchant shipping (see enclosure (B)). The Navy 
Department at no time closed the port and no restrictions were imposed upon 
commercial use other than the naval safeguards prevalent at all similar ports. 
The owners at all times retained custody and possession of the south dock which 
was available for rental to commercial vessels. 

Enclosure (C) contains a photostatic copy of a map of St. Lucie County and a 
photostatic copy of the Indian River Refrigeration Terminal Co. holdings, indi- 
cating the various properties taken over for Navy use. Because the Navy re- 
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quired immediate possession of the land taken outside the port area and the 
owners thereof were widely seattered, condemnation proceedings were instituted 
for most of these parcels. However, the greater part of these proceedings were 
terminated by the execution of voluntary leases as reported above and the rentals 
were fixed by impartial private appraisal and are considered fair and equitable 
and in line with the rentals paid for like property in this vicinity. 

Attention is invited to the fact that the Fort Pierce claim should not be judged 
on the basis of the Fort Hueneme (Calif.) matter as contended in the claimant’s 
brief inasmuch as the properties at Port Hueneme were acquired outright by the 
Government and payment was calculated on that basis. The Fort Pierce prop- 
erties were acquired by voluntary leases for temporary use and the rentals were 
presumably calculated on the owners’ estimated direct and consequential loss of 
benefits during that period. As the leases expire or terminate, the port prop- 
erties are returned to the possession and benefit of their legal owners. 

Claimant’s brief (enclosure (D)) sets out in some detail the history of the de- 
velopment of the Fort Pierce Port District and particularly the effect upon it of 
the Navy’s amphibious operations. At the end of the brief, the claim of the 
Fort Pierce Port District against the Government is summarized as follows: 


“SUMMARY 

‘‘We have shown above that 

‘(a) The port of Fort Pierce, as compared to the port of Palm Beach, was the 
most progressive port prior to the war, and all things being equal, the port of 
Fort Pierce would have received the great majority of traffic that went to the 
port of Palm Beach. 

“(b) The above statement is substantiated by the fact that the group that 
were primarily responsible for the growth of the port of Palm Beach tried first 
to operate from Fort Pierce, but were forced out by naval operations. 

‘“(c) That had Fort Pierce been able to develop normally, it would now be a 
thriving port and a going concern, but, because of use by the Navy during the 
war, if is now inoperative. This condition has already resulted in the loss of 
considerable revenue to the taxpayers who are required to carry the burden of 
paying for this port, and in the future will result in irreparable damage to the 
community and its normal growth, and therefore to the investment put in those 
facilities by the taxpayers of the. Fort Pierce Port District. 

‘“(d) Therefore, the taxpayers, as represented by the Fort Pierce Port District, 
are justified in requesting the United States Government to pay at least the 
$482,404.62 in cash spent by these taxpayers to carry the port during the 3 vears 
and 2 months the United States Navy occupied the pert to the exclusion of 
commercial traffic, and to the detriment of the normal growth of this port. 

“Fort Prerce Port Disrricr.’ 


In support of (a) and (b) in the above-quoted summary, the brief contains a 
letter from the Stoddard Caribbean Corp. to the Indian River Refrigeration 
Terminal Co. of Fort Pierce. This letter is used as an example of how Mr. D. E. 
Taylor and his associates, including Mr. Stoddard, ‘‘first came to Fort Pierce and 
attempted to set up an operation through that port.’’ The only other supporting 
letter quoted in the brief is that from the Merritt-Chapman & Scott Corp., engaged 
in salvage and demolition operations. “This letter is included to “further sub- 
stantiate naval restriction at the port of Fort Pieree * * *.” 

There appears nothing to support the contention that the Navy is responsible 
for the present lack of commerce at Fort Pierce. If the situation outlined in the 
Stoddard Caribbean Corp.’s letter is typical of that of the other Taylor interests, 
as is evidently intended by the claimant in its brief, then the only conclusions 
that can be drawn from this representative letter are as follows: 

(a) Private commercial shipping interests were forced out of Miami because of 
the Navy’s use of the port facilities there. 

(b) These interests made a survey of other Florida ports to find one with 
suitable facilities and freedom from war restrictions. 

(c) Inquiries in this regard were made at Fort Pierce, and one company actually 
attempted to operate there, but due to Navy use of most of the dock space and 
Navy water-borne operations, it was found that Fort Pierce was not at the time 
suitable. 

(d) These interests apparently found that the port of Palm Beach had suitable 
facilities and was free of war restrictions, and as a result located there. Now that 
the shipping interests are established at Palm Beach, it is not expected that they 
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will, although both Miami and Fort Pierce are free of war restrictions, move to 
either of these ports. 

Parts (c) and (d) of claimant’s summary are based upon parts (a) and (6) there- 
of; hence, it follows that if (a) and (6) are refuted, (c) and (d) cannot stand. 

The Navy Department substantiates claimant’s statement, set forth in its 
brief, that this claim can only be based on equity; that the port was officially 
deeded to the United States Government in 1934 and that the Government had a 
legal right to take it over completely had it so desired. The brief states, however, 
that bonds of the Fort Pierce Port District issued for the original development of 
the port prior to 1934, must be paid off from current and future taxation, and that 
the expected commerce through the port of Fort Pierce, to support this tax bur- 
den, has not materialized nor is it in prospect. In this connection, the following 
assumptions appear reasonable: 

(a) When in 1934 the Government took over the port, the officials and bond- 
holders of the port district undoubtedly expected that Government maintenance 
of the facilities would operate to benefit the community as well as to remove the 
financial burden of maintenance of a large project by a relatively small com- 
munity. In 1934 it was undoubtedly understood that the port might, in the event 
of war, be required for Government use. 

(b) The local community was probably happy to have this maintenance burden 
taken from it, particularly in view of the then current general business depress‘on 
which in all likelihood made local maintenance of the facilities impracticable. 

In simple language, it appears that the position of the claimant can be sum- 
marized as follows: 

(a) In 1921 a very small but enterprising Florida community undertook to 
build a port, where none existed, by floating a relatively large bond issue. The 
beginning of the project coincided approximately with the beginning of the 
Florida “land boom”’ of the 1920’s. 

(b) Payment of interest and principal to bondholders was and continues to be 
a heavy burden on this small community. 

(c) The port was completed in 1930, a time of receding business activity in the 
Nation leading to the general depression of 1932-33. 

(d) In 1934 the United States Government took over the burden of maintenance 
and further improvement of the port facilities. 

(e) The Navy conducted amphibious operations at the port during the war to 
the practical exclusion of shipping. This use did not involve any Navy obligation 
to pay rent to the port district. 

(f) The port district now wants the Government to pay carrying charges, as 
listed below, during the period of the Navy’s wartime occupancy on the basis that 
the port lost, because of Navy operations, business which had been forced out of 
a nearby port because of other Navy operations. 


Principal and interest _ - a $455, 751. 00 
Maintenance__- ; : a 26, 653. 62 
SON oo ; Om ; : 482, 404. 62 


In view of the foregoing, it can only be concluded that the claim of the Fort 
Pierce Port District is not supportable either at law or in equity. It is considered 
that the claimant’s position is substantially similar to that of any owner whose 
facilities were utilized and paid for by the Government during the war emergency 
inasmuch as all such owners necessarily lost the opportunity to use those faciiities 
for the acquisition and development of commercial contacts. Moreover, approval 
of the proposed legislation will serve to establish an unfortunate precedent—an 
opening wedge—tending to encourage the introduction of a vast number of similar 
bills seeking compensation for consequential damages, which claims have no 
basis in law and which resulted solely from the Government’s activities in the 
successful prosecution of the war. 

The Navy Department recommends against the enactment of the proposed 
legislation. 

The Navy Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection to the submission of this report to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. Joun KENNEY, 
Ae ting Secretary of the Navy. 
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Fort Prerce Growers ASSOCIATION, 
Fort Pierce, Fla., May 3, 1951. 
Fort Prerce Port AvuTHORITY, 
Fort Pierce, Fla. 

GENTLEMEN: In regards to your request of the amount of money that the 
closing of the port of Fort Pierce during the war period of approximately 38 
months, cost the growers «f the Port Pierce Growers Association, first, I would like 
to say, we leased our present location and constructed our packing house in the 
year 1936. Our primary purpose of leasing this particular location was the 
accessibility to the port and the precooling plant. 

Prior to the Navy’s operations here, it certainly did me good when I could look 
out my office window and see a ship pull out with approximately 40,000 boxes 
of our fruit, and say, “There goes another $16,000 saving to my growers.’”’ We 
pay $12,500 annually for ground rental. We constructed our own packing house 
and pay all taxes in addition to the $12,500 per year, and had it not been for 
the port and the saving on water rates, we would have located somewhere at a 
much cheaper location and more advantageous to our growers. 

At the time the Navy moved in, we were shipping by boat approximately six 
to seven hundred thousand boxes of fruit, annually, at a saving of $0.40 per box. 
You can readily see what this has cost our growers for a period of approximately 
38 months. This figure would be in the neighborhood of $760,000. Now, in 
addition to this loss, the growers of this association are practically all taxpayers 
in the Fort Pierce taxing district. They were taxed ad valorem taxes on their 
groves and homes during this same period for the cost of constructing this port, 
the use of which they were deprived by Navy occupation. 

To outline our losses briefly: 


$12,500 per year, for 3 years and 2 months____._..__..-_-.------ $39, 582. 00 
600 to 700,000 boxes of fruit annually, at 40 cents per box_ _.... 760, 000. 00 
Plus ad valorem taxes paid by the same growers to service the out- 

standing bonded indebtedness of the port, of which I understand 

for this period of time (3 years and 2 months) was approximately 

$480,000, and I believe I am safe in stating the growers of this asso- 

ciation owning their homes and groves, paid approximately 20 per- 

cent of this total figure, making a cost to them of approximately_. 96, 000. 00 


PRI,» sas'eh, scot's vectoh oaec teres tadiabi aan lain ceadid AeeeaaeeieL asec hia sno: as ogo: 2 a 


You realize that there are also four other packing houses located adjacent to 
the port, and even though they are smaller houses, their loss was in comparison 
the same as ours. 

I hope this information will be of some value to the port authority and I can 
truly say that this is a very conservative estimation of our losses. 

Yours very truly, 





W. M. MoseE.Ley. 





STaTeMenT or L. R. BisHop, Port Director anp Port CoMMISSIONER FOR 
THE Port or Paum Beracu, Fia. 


Mr. Bisnor. My name is L. R. Bishop and I am port director and port com- 
missioner for the port of Palm Beach having served in that capacity for 17 years, 

I am quite familiar with the port of Fort Pierce as I have had to contend with 
it in my efforts to develop the port of Palm Beach. They got the jump on us, 
so to speak, before we got going. When war was declared, the shipping through 
port of Palm Beach was practically nil, but they had a considerable business in 
port of Fort Pierce. 

As a result of the Navy taking over Fort Pierce, commercial shipping was very 
reluctant to enter the harbor. You can readily see that a shipmaster operating 
©, ship and facing the problems of time lost iaying idle and not moving, at per- 
haps $5,000 a day, which is not an exorbitant figure for even a 5,000-ton ship, 
would hesitate to put a ship into a harbor controlled by the Navy in wartime just 
as we saw happen because some of them did get in there and could not get out. 

Later when the Navy declared the hazardous area off-shore, you could not get 
a shipmaster to go in there at all. So, Fort Pierce commerce just dried up and 
disappeared. We at port of Paim Beach reaped the benefit of having Fort 
Pierce taken over by the Navy, Miami, taken over by the Navy, and Port Ever- 
glades practically taken over by the Navy. 
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We had practically no shipping at all in 1942 up until the time that we had a 
man named Taylor come into the port because our port was not being taken over 
by the Navy or Army, e 

Our income from the port in 1941 was about $7,500 from the lease of a trans- 
portation company years before which they ceased to operate out of the port 
but thoy still had to pay for this lease permit and of that income, 90 percent, or 
about $6,200 a year, came from that source. The Army leased from the Mer- 
chant & Miners Transportation Co. the warehouse and again, they did not pay 
us for the use of the roads and streets that they used in connection with that 
warehouse. 

That was their first school in radar, which was later moved to Camp Murphy 
between Fort Pierce and port of Palm Beach. 

The commerce through the port of Palm Beach has grown now as a4 result of 
our having been able to operate during the war years from practicaily nothing 
to around $500,000 a year with earnings for the port terminals of approximately 
$100,000 a year now and in addition to the direct benefits derived because of 
the use of the port, we are in this position that port of Fort Pierce has lost their 
commerce that formerly moved through there. We have it and they now have 
to go and take it away from us instead of us trying to take it away from them. 

I can be even more concrete and state that Port Everglades, my Congressman’s 
district, had a railway car service from Cuba operated by the Florida East Coast 
Railway Co. Due to the fact that we, during the years were open, this man, 
Taylor operated a ferry and started before the Navy leased the Port Everglades 
and now had an operation practically every day in the year. I believe he had 
325 sailings last year, 325 arrivals. He handled over 25,000 loaded freight railway 
cars and last: month over 1,300 in 1 month. 

To a great extent that was the result of the other ports being tied up by the 
Navy; that is, the nearby ports. 

Senator Hotitanp. How far are you below Fort Pierce? 

Mr. BisHop.. Approximately 60 miles. 

I recall one or two steamers attempting to move cargo through Fort Pierce from 
Cuba, the steamship Comaguey and the steamship Julian Alonzo, having a cargo 
of sugar which was at that time very valuable to this country. They moved 
one cargo into Fort Pierce and then gave up because they just could not work 
it out. 

I am quite certain that if the Army or the Navy had taken over our port as they 
did the port at Fort Pierce that we would have been considerably harder to deal 
with than they were. 

Senator Macnuson.. Right there, let me ask you this question and I quote 
again from the Navy letter of opposition: 

“There appears nothing to support the contention that the Navy is responsible 
for the present lack of commerce at Fort Pierce. If the situation outlined in the 
Stoddard Caribbean Corp.’s letter is typical of that of the other Taylor interests, 
as is evidently intended by the claimant in his brief, then the only conclusions that 
can be drawn from this representative letter are as follows: 

“‘(a) Private commercial shipping interests were forced out of Miami because 
of the Navy’s use of port facilities there.” 

Is that. correct? 

Mr. Bisuorp. Yes, sir; they were 

Senator Macnuson. What is the situation on the first contention of the Navy, 
that they are not responsible for the present lack of commerce at Fort Pierce? 

Mr. Bisuor. They may not be responsible, Senator, for the present situation, 
but they killed the commerce that was there. As I stated, now we have the 
commerce and Fort Pierce has to try to get it away from us. 

Senator Magnuson. In other words, it seems to me the question might be asked: 
Why hasn’t Miami come up with a claim? What is the difference between 
Miami and Fort Pierce? 

Mr. Ramsey. Because Miami has very little general cargo. As Mr. Bishop 
will verify, the port at Hollywood or the port of Everglades is a cargo port for 
Miami. Miami never hopes to get into the general cargo business and in fact 
they did not even have sufficient piers for passenger vessels. Miami has just 
given up during this very period of time the idea of getting into the general 
cargo trade for they have worked out the arrangement to use Port Everglades. 

Senator HoLtANp. May I make a brief comment? 

Senator Maanuson. Yes. 








10 FORT PIERCE PORT DISTRICT 


Senetor Ho_uanp. Port Everglades happens to be just north of Miami. The 
Miami metropolitan area has stretched out to where it might be said to include 
some*22 miles north of Miami. 

Mr. Ramsry. I believe it is about 17 or 18. 

Senator HoLianp. Being the only 35-foot port anywhere up and down our 
coast it is more useful than port of Miami or any of the others for the large-type 
traffic. 

Senator Pepper. Whereas, if you remember the port of Miami is right 
downtown, 

Senator MaGnuson. As a matter of fact, not the damage that conditions that 
resulted from the Navy occupation of Miami is not a parallel to the conditions 
in Fort Pierce? 

Senator Perper. No. 

Senator Jenner. The Navy did not take over Port Everglades or Port 
Hollywood? 

Mr. BisHop. No, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. The Navy had an operation at Port Everglades and so did 
the Coast Guard but there was a tremendous operation going in there and it was 
the only place that tankers could come in and also for carrying molasses and its 
storage. Port Everglades was an enormous commercial port. I saw the figures 
as we presented them here 2 years ago to the Appropriations Committee and 
they showed that the customs duties at that port had gone up between $30 
million and $40 million, the Federal customs duties during the time of the war. 

Senator Perper. Senator, the Federal going in there during the war vastly 
expanded the revenues. 

Senator Maanuson. Let me ask another question. I might add that this is 
another conclusion in the Navy’s letter. They say: 

‘Inquiries in this regard were made at Fort Pierce, and one company actually 
attempted to operate there, but due to Navy use of most of the dock space and 
Navy water-borne operations, it was found that Fort Pierce was not at the time 
suitable. 

“These interests apparently found that the port of Palm Beach had suitable 
facilities and was free of war restrietions, and as a result located there. Now 
that the shipping interests are established at Palm Beach, it is not expected that 
they will, although both Miami and Fort Pierce are free of war restrictions, move 
to either of these ports.” 

Have you any comment to make on that? 

Mr. Ramsey. Just the other comment that the cases are not parallel; that 
Port Everglades has become the port of Miami by virtue of it’ being in Miami 
and port of Fort Pierce is entirely on its own. 

Senator Maaxnuson. Would you say that the Navy statement here is correct; 
that because of the Navy’s restrictions nobody could go there? 

Mr. Ramsey. Senator, that is correct. 

Senator HoLLANp. That is a fact. 

Mr. Ramsey. They have contradicted themselves in their statement them- 
selves along that line. In one place they say it was not done and in another place 
they say it was done. 

Mr. Bisuop. I would like to go a little further and say why general cargo is not 
moving through Miami at the present time. 

Their terminals are right on the water front, along which you find Biscayne 
Boulevard. If they were to attempt to move any large volume of cargo, the 
ailroad trains would block that street so badly that it would just tie up the whole 
traffic in the town and for that reason it is impossible to expand the commerce 
in Miami. 

Senator Macnuson. In other words, when the Navy talks about Fort Pierce 
and Miami, the conditions are entirely different? 

Mr. BisHop. There is no parallel whatsoever, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator Macnuson. Go ahead, Mr. Bishop, if you have anything further to 
add. 

Mr. Ramsry. I think you have covered it, Mr. Bishop. 

The whole meat of it is that Fort Pierce was thriving and Palm Beach was 
dead and the Navy ceme-in end as s result the port of Palm Beach got the busi- 
ness and we are now holding the bag. 
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May Be 1951. 
Hon. Dwicut L. Roacers, 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN RoceErs: We are enclosing a summary of all the bond is- 
sues beginning in 1921, which was the first issue, and showing subsequent issues 
of $220,000, $400,000, $500,000, and $650,000 making a total of $1,850,000 in 
bonds issued for construction of the port project. We have shown bonds and 
interest payments due and payable to amortize all these issues, which would 
have been completed in 1958. However, the collapse of the Florida boom in 
1926 and the recessions of the 1930’s, made tax collections so bad that the district 
had to default in payment of both bonds and interest and were faced with several 
judgments from irate bondholders. On January 1, 1936, the district had judg- 
ments and defaults in the amount of $431,241: there were unmatured bonds in 
the amount of $1,610,000; and there was future interest in the amount of $1,266,- 
500 making a total debt of $3,307,741. Negotiations were entered into to refund 
the bonds. 

Regarding the amount of money the Board was obligated to pay in 1944: the 
1937 refunding plan was set up to try to get all the bondholders to exchange their 
bonds for refunding bonds with a lower interest rate. However, the 1947 refund- 
ing plan did not attempt to set up a schedule for paying off any bonds, but to 
assure the payment of interest on the refunding issue. The 1937 refunding issue 
was callable at any interest paying date. You will note that during the vears 
1941 to 1944 large sums of money were collected from the taxpavers of the district. 
This was accomplished in two ways—first a higher millage rate, and second the 
taxpayers were paying their taxes 100 percent. Therefore, to take advantage 
of this and try to relieve the taxpayer of his burden, the board brought out the 
1943 refunding plan. The 1943 plan absorbed the 1937 refunding plan, set up 
definite plans to pay off bonds and interest, and at a much lower interest rate. 

In the refunding of 1943, the refunding agent was able to exchange $1,723,000 
of bonds, leaving the remaining $135,000 of the callable issue of 1937 that would 
not come in under the refunding plan. Therefore, the district called the remain- 
ing $135,000 worth of bonds for payment January 1, 1943, end for that reason, 
there was placed in the refunding plan for the year 1944, an interest payment in 
the amount of $72,792.50. The bond-peyment schedule showing bond and inter- 
est payments of the 1943 refunding issue shows only $32,475 in interest due. 
However, the true amount of interest due in 1944 is $72,792.50. The amount of 
$40,317.50 due in interest, was omitted from the schedule. We list below the 
breakdown of the payment of $218,620.23: 


Interest in the amount of__- : , $72, 792. 50 
Bonds Y 135, 000. 00 
Bond validating expense 7, 507..50 
Tax assessor’s fee_- 3, 034. 77 
Paying agent ---. i 285. 46 

Total ee .. 218, 620/23 


We are enclosing as schedule A: Schedule of bonds and principal covering the 
various issues in the total amount of $1,850,000 referred to in the first part of 
this letter. 

Schedule B: Showing the amounts actually paid out of the interest and sinking 
fund of the district, beginning with the year 1923 through 1946. 

Schedule C: Showing the amounts collected and deposited to the interest and 
sinking fund in the vears 1939 through 1946. Also the amounts actually paid 
out of the interest and sinking fund for the same years. 

The Board feels that it can justify the entire amount of its claim. At the 
present time there are 408 $1,000 bonds numbered 1451 through 1858 of the 1943 
refunding issue that are callable at any interest period. If we could get full 
settlement of our claim at this time we would be in position to retire $408,000 
worth of bonds and future interest of $275,400, making a reduction and a saving 
to the taxpayers of the district in the amount of $683,400. 

Very truly yours, 
toRERT L. Grirrin, Chairman. 
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Year of 
maturity 


1921 


1922 


1923 . . 
ee 
1925. .... 


1926 


1927. . 


1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 


1936 . . 


1937 
1938 


1939. . 


1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 


1958 


ScHEDULE B. 


1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 


Total 
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Scuepu.Le A.—Fort Pierce inlet district bond maturities 


$80,000 


| May 31 | 


$1, 000 | 
1, 000 
1, 000 | 
2, 000 
2, 000 
2, 000 
2, 000 | 
3, 000 | 
3, 000 
3, 000 | 
3, 000 
4, 000 | 
4, 000 | 
4, 000 | 
4, 000 | 
4, 000 
4, 000 | 
4, 000 | 
4, 000 | 
5, 000 

, 000 

, 000 

, OOO | 
5, 000 | 


wn 


on cn 


80, 000 


$220,000 


July 2 


~~ $1, 000 


3, 000 
3, 000 


| 


| 
| 


3, 000 | 


5, 000 
5, 000 


5, 000 | 


6, 000 


6, 000 | 


6, 000 
8, 000 
8, 000 
8, 000 
10, 000 
10, 000 
10, 000 
12, 000 
13, 000 
13, 000 
13, 000 
18, 000 
18, 000 
18, 000 
18, 000 


220, 000 


| $400,000 | $500,000 | 
issue due | issue due | issue due 


| issue due | 
July 1 July 15 | 
| 
| 
| 





$1, 000 | ie 
2,000 | $1, 000 | 
4,000} 3,000 
4,000! 3,000 
4,000 | 7, 000 | 
7, 000 7, 000 
7, 000 | 7, 000 
7,000 | 10, 000 | 
7,000 | 10, 000 | 
7,000 | 10, 000 | 
10,000 | 10, 000 
10,000 | 10, 000 
10, 000 10, 000 | 
10,000 | 11, 000 
10,000 | 11, 000 | 
15,000 | 11, 000 
15, 000 11, 000 | 
15,000 | 15, 000 | 
15,000 | 18, 000 | 
15,000 | 18, 000 | 
20,000 | 18, 000 | 
20,000 | 22, 000 | 
20,000 | 24, 000 | 
20,000 | 27, 000 | 
20, 000 27, 000 | 
25,000 | 27, 000 | 
25,000 | 32, 000 | 
25,000 | 35, 000 | 
25,000 | 35, 000 | 
25,000 | 35, 000 | 


35, 000 


400,000 | 500, 000 
' 


$650,000 | 


July2 | 


cipal due 


$2, 000 
6, 000 
6, 000 
6, 000 
6, 000 | 
8, 000 | 
8, 000 
8, 000 

10, 000 

11, 000 

13, 000 

13, 000 

13, 000 

15, 000 

15, 000 

15, 000 

19, 000 

19, 000 

20, 000 

21, 000 

28, 000 

32, 000 

32, 000 

32, 000 

35, 000 

40, 000 

45, 000 

55, 000 

57, 000 

60, 000 


650, 000 | 


fund (check stubs) 


Year Amount Year 
$5, 680. 00 1932 
11, 511. 25 || 1933 
41, 407. 00 1934 
47, 277.00 || 1935 
62, 360. 60 || 1936 
123, 886. 67 || 1937 
108, 540.00 || 1938_ 
91, 500.00 || 1939__. : 
69, 190. 00 1940 | 


Amount 


$55, 410. 47 
9, 260. 00 
7, 597. 

39, 
69, 


ie 
023. 92 
813. 54 
80, 029. 34 
85, 967. 
68, 958 
70, 921, 52 


a9 | 


$1, 000 
1, 000 
1, 000 


| 


i 


| 


2, 000 | 


3, 000 | 


6, 000 

8, 000 
13, 000 
17, 000 
25, 000 
28, 000 
30, 000 


33, 000 | 


35, 000 
37, 000 
40, 000 


42, 000 | 


45, 000 
48, 000 
49, 000 
56, 000 
59, 000 
63, 000 
66, 000 
70, 000 
75, 000 
80, 000 
83, 000 
75, 000 
79, 000 
84, 000 
89, 000 
95, 000 
100, 000 
105, 000 





90, 000 | 


57, 000 
60, 000 


1, 850, 000 


issue due | Total prin- | Total inter- 
Jan. 2and | 


est due 


Year 
miei 


| 1941 
1942 


| 1944 
1945 
| 1946 


90 | 
06 | 


Scuepu.e C.—Fort Pierce Port Authority 


NM 


Total 





r 


Potal prin- 
cipal and 








| interest 

—_ - —— | pe 
| 

$4, 800 | $5, 800 
4, 740 | 5, 740 
4, 680 | 5, 680 
4, 620 | 6, 620 

17, 700 | 20, 7 
41, 520 | 47, 520 
71, 160 79, 160 
70, 680 | 83, 680 
108, 900 | 125, 900 
107, 880 | 132, 880 
106, 380 | 134, 380 
104, 700 | 134, 700 
102, 900 135, 900 
100, 920 135, 920 
98, 820 | 135, 820 
96, 600 | 136, 600 
94, 200 | 136, 200 
91, 680 136, 680 
88, 980 | 136, 980 
86, 100 135, 100 
83, 160 139, 160 
79, 800 | 138, 800 
76, 260 139, 260 
72, 480 | 138, 480 
68, 520 138, 520 
64, 320 139, 320 
59, 820 139, 820 
55, 020 138, 020 
50, 040 125, 040 
45, 540 | 124, 540 
40, 800 | 124, 800 
35, 760 124, 760 
30, 420 125, 420 
itis | is 
12420 | 102, 420 
7, 020 64, 020 
3, 600 | 63, 600 
2, 236,380 | 4, 086, 380 


Fort Pierce Port Authority—amounts paid out of interest and sinking 


Amount 


$106, 445. 18 
107, 514. 02 
155, 141. 14 
218, 620. 23 

72, 864. 50 
82, 382. 69 


1, 791, 252. 75 


AMOUNTS PAID OUT INTEREST AND SINKING FUND AS SHOWN ON RECORDS OF 


1936 

1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 


Year 


THE FORT PIERCE PORT AUTHORITY 


| Amount 


$68, 958. 06 | 


| 1944 
} 70, 921. 52 || 1945 
| 106, 556.18 || 1946 


107, 514. 02 
155, 141. 14 


Total 


Year 


Amount 


, 620. 23 
864. 50 
, 332, 69 





oo ~3 > 
en 
ae 


2, 797. 34 
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ScHEDULE C.—Fort Pierce Port Authority—Continued 


AMOUNTS COLLECTED AND DEPOSITED TO THE INTEREST AND SINKING FUND OF 
THE FORT PIERCE PORT AUTHORITY AS SHOWN BY THEIR RECORDS 





| | 
} | 


Year | Amount Year | Amount 
Denne -| $81, 402. 83 1944 $118, 467. 77 
1940... .. : | 85, 660. 61 1945 92, 057. 64 
1941... | 113, 920.90 || 1946 74, 484. 31 
1942. _- | 118,374. 06 is 
1943 ‘ ‘ | 222, 802. 42 || Total i j 907, 170. 54 


Avuaust 14, 1951. 
Subject: Memorandum re S. 671, a bill for the Relief of the Fort Pierce Port 
District. 
To: Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 
(Attention: Mr. Ruddy.) 


Mr. Robert L. Griffin, chairman, Fort Pierce Port Authority, Fort Pierce, Fla., 
has advised me that the volume of shipping at the port of Fort Pierce reached its 
peak in 1939. I list herewith self-explanatory figures on the shipping handled by 
the port from1939 through 1942: 


Monetary 


ronnage value 
1939 | 192,795 | $10, 244, 774 
1940_ _. ‘ | 124, 183 6, 457, 341 
1941... 3 , & | 183, 236 3, 579, 148 


1942... 


1 Note.—About 70,000 tons of the 83,236 tons handled through the port in 1941 consisted of sand and gravel 
for use of the United States Corps of Engineers at Lake Okeechobee, Fla. 


Mr. Griffin further adivsed me that the volume of shipping at the port declined 
rapidly after 1939 because of the following reasons: 

1. In September 1939 the Federal Government began taking over coastwise 
vessels for use in handling foreign shipments. 

2. In 1941 and 1942 the German submarines took a heavy toll of shipping off 
the coast of Florida. 

3. The Navy took over the port in January 1943 and closed it to all commercial 
shipping. 

SpessarD L. HOLLAND. 


O 





